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p^arlrs /Arguments'. 

Cairns 1-6, and 8-21 are pending in the above-identified application. Calm 7 is 
canceled. 

• -vftH „„H Pr 35USC § 103(a) as being obvious in view of 

^*-r:rr^—.— -7-- «-«---■ 
« — — ■ a>mbinaeon d,sciose 

(,) storing text files In a database * the remote location; 
b converting, at the remote location 'ha text files stored in stop (a) 
into speech flits and storing the convartad speech files, 
as required by claim 1. 

Miyashita et a,, dispose a terminal device that rec.lv* text as elearon^ai, converts 

\ Miv«< ! hita ot al do not store converted speecn mes oi enow 

^converted at the remote location, instead, as i 

Rhie et a. also provide for a text-to-spe-h engine to convert texts or text strings that 
Rh,e et al. pro Rhje ^ ^ ||kt Mlyatsnite 

are not in the d- ^ the L erted text f,es to the ca.ier in 

et al. converts the text flies -.or * y ^.^ed text5 - that are used by a 

. » m This data does not represent the text files that may be removed by the user ,s 
S reX Z r m T. i I data in'the Voice DMS represented text that copld be reguested by 
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■ , . fav t to-sDeech subsystem which generates 
ft. user then there would be no need for ^the e* £ * ^ 
digitally encoded "I" patterns for the strings that are not ,n t 

_ . . H icrir«e or suqgest these limitations of 

Miyashita at =nd RhIe e. v|ew „ Hlya shita et a,, 

cl.lm 1. claim 1 1, not subje* to rejection ^^ C J l J under 35 u.s.c. S 

a „d Phle et al. Cain, 6 depends fro. «*- „ , 

103(a) in view of Miyashita et al. and Rhie et al. tor 

, * 1 1 13 and 14 were rejected under 35 U.S.C § 103 (a) as being obvious in 
Claims 2-4, 11, 13 and 14 were traversed for the 

vla „ o, Miyashita e. =1., - « =1. = « ™^ £ ^ „ paracular , n , ltner 
some reasons as set ™ *- . or suggest convert 

„, y aanlta et e,., Rhi. « -■•J^^ lnd ^ ,ne converted speech files ao ft,, 
M files to speech Olea * th ^ m °^ ' of the speech ntes in response to a 

Bey may t» reguesb* ^ = ^^«J on 0 fte lnfomlatto „ appl i a nee. Miyashita et al. 
request and transmitting the extracted porta ^ rosram dmloe which 

a „d .hie et a,, are described above. Hon, , eta ££££ > H °„ g et ,,, lhe 

— ■ -*T^ET.IE rrra^lbereprodoced using 

Pr09 r m Tr„ « » ) H=n a,, ht do not s»re any speech hlas at .remote 

speakers. (Col. 7, lines ») g Information from the 

location after ftev are » shita et a,., Rhie et al.. Hong et a, nor their 

electronic programming guide. Because neitne y n 

combination disclose or suggest the limitations of daim 1 £ » 1 is not sub , 

„nn.r 35 U S C S 103(a) in view of Miyashita et al., Rhie et al. and Hong et al. 

under 35 U.S.C. § ■> m „ 0 t subject to rejection under 35 U.S.C. S 

depend from dalm 1. Accordingly, tnese c h e as 

,03<a) in view of Miyashita et al. Rhie at al. and Hong et .1. for 

claim 1. 

With regard to Cm U. claim U, whlienot ^^^T^L 
similar to those set fbrft above with regard * daim ^ Oai, J quires a ^ ^ 

< ata „ _d into audio data and ^££^£1* and phrases to eld In the 

aversion process. *_ d, ion. the* ^ „ ra|y on 

would not be very useful m an EPG enviro su M 

"prerecorded- speech as current informabon is needed^ Thus, dam, 1 ^ 
rejection under 35 U.S.C. i 103(a) I" view of Mryashit. at al., Rhie et el. and 
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^sons as those set forth above with regard to claim 1. Claims 13-14 depend 
.east the same ^^^ m a , 50 not subject to ^ctlon under 35 U.S.C. S 103(a) 
from cla,m 11. Thus d«n» ^ regard ^ ^ ^ 

for at least the same reasons as tnose 

« ■ . c r Rin^ fa^as being obvious in view of Miyashita et 

a,., Rhie et al. and Oh. T« 9 or tKrt 

Mlyashlta et al., Rh,e et Oh, , nor their ^ ^ 

to speech flles at a remote .ocahon «^ ^ in > mation wpHonoe . Hly ash,t a * 
transmitting ^ UBK 7 rt °" :^VTn Oh Lhp,e MM* tax. to speech 

Co, 2 , line 5, Oh does ^^^^E^ a h~ epp.ienca. 

a„ and «~ tinmen **. » .** 

— T "-"^r^ ltr^'.. under 33 U.S.C. § 103(a) «. - 

"" m " ? r. L oh oa m 5 depends from calm 1. Accordingly, claim 5 Is not 

Miyashitaetel.,Rhleetal.andOh. Claim boepe Rhte e > al. and Oh for 

is u s c § 103(a) in view of Mryashita et al., Rnie ei ai. <™ 
subject to rejection under 30 u.».i~ s i« J v / 

at least the same reasons as dalm I. 

„ , .„,, 10 were rejected under 35 U.S.C. i 103 (a) as being obvious In view of 
■ oh ,TlS*f W'th respect to claim 7. this ground for rejection is 
Hiy ashlta l^«^ L ZZL reU to claim 10, this ground for rajecuon 
overcome by the concept™ ^o ^ ^ ^ ^ n(jr lhe|r 

r^— « 1 - speech flles a, a remote locadon storing 

speech flies to an informal appllence. Ml»ash,» at d. »d «W _ ,„„ , 
Lumelsky describes a system that uses a Text-to-Sp-ch - 

. v. ™m« (see col 8, lines 60-63). The string of phonemes is furtner ennai « 
strtng of Phonemes. <s« ,* Mi signai ^ ^ 9> ||nes 7 . 9) . 

prosody parameters to form a composite e user The requested CES file 

The CES flies are stored at the server and may be requested by user. The red 

. ml „»d to a user terminal 301 which includes a system memory that holds the CES 
,s transmitted to a user term a _ dicttonarie3 

™ - "T - ^ (sae * ^ nes 53-al). Thus, LuroeisKy does not dlsdose or 
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combination dfcdcsa the ««— - «» £ 1 al 10 depends from 

^ wiiscs 103(a) as being obvious in view of Mlyashrta et 

al., Rhie et al. end Houser et el. m e g MmBln etIen disclose or 

peeler, neither Mlyashlta et a,., toe « ak H«r. ^ ^ 
suggest averting text « - app „ ance . „ « „. „ nd 

requested portions of the stored speech me recogniU on system at a terminal 

rM. et .1. are described above. Houser et I. ^ wm , u!er an0 

unit for implements spoken central of devices. Utterances ate recei ^ ^ 

processed to Implement tasks a, the terminal untt. (seeO . w ^ Tftus 

Houser et al. does not convert text to speech H W-* - > ^ „ 

Housercannotdi^orsu^™^^^ 

required by amended claim 1. Because ne, y , 0 rejection under 35 

ft* combination disclose the llmitabons of d».m 1 , d-n 1 is ^ 
U.S.C. S 103(a) in view of Mlyashlta et =1., toe et al ,„ view 0 , 

rtaim 1 Accordingly, claim 8 Is not subject to rejection under 35 U.S.C 5 iuji 

XL??.£ - -■ - h— - * - - — the — rMSOns as da ' 

- M .„H 0 r 35 U S C 5 103 (a) as being obvious in view of.Mlyashlta et 

C ' alm , 9 "'I "sTte l l teflon Is respectfully traversed. » 

a,., Rhie e, =1.. and Gannon * IV Ml ^ ^ d|sd0£a or 

particular, neither Miyashlta et ,1., toe et a ^ ^ „„, „ „ r 

sugg est converting text files to speech files at a flies ^ an |nBmat(on app „ ana , 

extracting and transmitting requested portions or m k ^ 

allows a 

<*. 3. ~ cannon * a ,. d o « d,sc,ose or ««- 
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storing converted speech files or extracting, from memory, requested portions of the speech 
files. Because neither Miyashita et al., Rhie et al., nor Cannon et al. disclose the limitations of 
claim 1, claim 1 is not subject to rejection under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) in view of Miyashita et al. r 
Rhie et al. and Cannon et al. Claim 9 depends from claim l. Accordingly, claim 9 is not subject 
to rejection under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) in view of Miyashita et al., Rhie et al. and Cannon et ai. 
for at least the same reasons as claim 1. 

Claim 12 was rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 103 (a) as being obvious in view of Miyashita 
et al., Rhie et al., Hong et at. and Houser et al. This ground for rejection is respectfully 
traversed. In particular, as set forth above, neither Miyashita et al., Rhie et al., Hong et al., 
Houser et al. nor their combination disclose or suggest converting text files to speech files at 
the remote location, storing the speech files or extracting and transmitting requested portions 
of the speech files to an information appliance. Because neither Miyashita et al., Rhie et al., 
Hong et al., Houser et al nor their combination disclose the limitations of claim 11, claim 11 is 
not subject to rejection under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) in view of Miyashita et al., Rhie et al.. Hong et 
al., and Houser et al. Claim 12 depends from claim 11. Accordingly, claim 12 is not subject to 
rejection under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) in view of Miyashita et al., Rhie et al., Hong et a|., and 
Houser et al. for at least the same reasons as claim 11. 

Claim 15 was rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) as being obvious in view of Lumelsky 
and Houser et al. This ground for rejection is overcome by the amendment to claim 15. In 
particular. Neither Lumelsky nor Houser et al. disclose or suggest, "a processor coupled to the 
modem for (a) communicating on the network, (b) period ica Nv_ receivi ng speech Files from the 
network, and (c) storing the speech files in the memory device," Basis for this amendment may 
be found in paragraph [0041]. Both Lumelsky and Houser et al. are described above. As 
described, Lumelsky provides CES files to the user at the user terminal only when the user 
requests them. Also, Houser et al. concerns a system which converts speech into commands for 
a device. It does not disclose or suggest providing data files to a remote terminal on a periodic 
basis. Because neither Lumelsky nor Houser et al. disclose or suggest these features of claim 
15, claim 15 is not subject to rejection under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) in view of Lumelsky and 
Houser etal. 

Claims 16-19 and 21 were rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 103 (a) as being obvious in view 
of Lumelsky, Hong et al. and Houser et al. This ground for rejection is overcome by the 
amendment to claim 15. In particular, Neither Lumelsky, Hong et al., Houser et al. nor their 
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combination disclose or suggest the a processor coupled to a network through a modem which 
periodically receives speech files from the network. Because neither Lumelsky, Hong et al., 
Houser et al nor their combination disclose the limitations of claim 15, claim 15 Is not subject to 
rejection under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) in view of Hong et al. and Houser et al. Claims 16-19 and 
21 depend from claim 15. Accordingly, claims 16-19 and 21 are not subject to rejection under 
35 U.S.C. § 103(a) in view of Lumelsky, Hong et al. and Houser et al. for at least the same 
reasons as claim 15, 

Claim 20 was rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 103 (a) as being obvious in view of Lumelsky, 
Hong et al., Houser et al. and Oh This ground for rejection is overcome by the amendments to 
claim 15. Neither. Lumelsky, Hong et al., Houser et al, Oh nor their combination disclose or 
suggest the limitations of dalm 15 described above. Because neither Lumelsky, Hong et al., 
Houser et al., Oh, nor their combination disclose the limitations of claim 15, claim 15 is not 
subject to rejection under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) in view of Hong et al., Houser et al. and Oh. 
Claim 20 depends from claim 15. Accordingly, claim 20 not subject to rejection under 35 U.S.C. 
§ 103(a) in view of Hong et al., Houser et al. and Oh for at least the same reasons as claim 15. 

In view of the foregoing amendments and remarks, Applicants request that the Examiner 
reconsider and withdraw the rejection of claims 1-6, and 8-21. 



Respectfully submitted, 




KenrtettTN. Nigon, Reg. No. 31,549 
Attorney for Applicants 



KNN/jal 



Dated: September 23, 2005 
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